equipment could deploy its switching capability to a far greater extent than that
suggested by AT&T in its filing."

It must be remembered that physical collocation is, as a matter of law, a
physical taking of U S WEST’s real property. Congress has authorized this taking,
thus leaving U S WEST to actions before state authorities, federal district courts
(pursuant to Section 252(e)(6) of the Act), and the United States Claims Court for
achievement of just compensation. However, Congress limited the Commission’s
taking authority for a single specific purpose -- placement of equipment necessary to
access unbundled network elements. Congress did not grant the Commission
taking authority in incumbent LEC central offices beyond this limited purpose. It
would be unlawful for the Commission to attempt to expand its takings jurisdiction.
The AT&T request would clearly effectuate such an expansion.

Should AT&T be able to demonstrate that its switches really do not switch
(and the AT&T petition does not even make a serious attempt at this
demonstration), there may be room for the AT&T position in an appropriate
arbitration proceeding. However, the position is not appropriate for reconsideration

in this proceeding.

* Attached is a copy of a Wall Street Journal article from August of 1995. While
much of the predictive journalism has now been accomplished (the spin-off of
Lucent and NCR), one aspect of the report has not yet been realized. In the portion
of the article under “Local Switches,” the reporter describes AT&T’s “nodes.” RSMs
associated with hosts that are miles away could allow AT&T to use the RSMs as an
alternative to resale and as a way to bypass LEC access charges prior to June of
1997.
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X. UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS SHOULD NOT BE
OFFERED AT DEAVERAGED RATES UNTIL AFTER
OTHER RATES HAVE BEEN PROPERLY REBALANCED

Several petitioners point out that the Commission’s requirement that
network elements be offered at deaveraged TELRIC prices makes no sense so long
as incumbent prices are based on averaged costs.” This position is clearly correct,
regardless of the merits of pricing based on TELRIC cost analysis. It is clearly
inappropriate to require an incumbent LEC to deaverage the cost of its network
facilities before it can deaverage its retail and wholesale rate structures.

Especially in more rural states, averaged rates effectuate a subsidy of more
expensive rural services from less expensive urban ones.

Requiring that unbundled loops be priced based on deaveraged TELRIC costs
would mean that the loops would be available at a lesser price in the urban areas
and at a higher price in the rural areas. The price of both urban and rural local
service would, however, remain the same. Accordingly, the price available for
resellers of local service would also remain the same in both areas. In this scenario,
competitive LECs could purchase less expensive unbundled loops in urban areas,
and less expensive wholesale local services in rural areas, essentially whipsawing
the incumbent LEC. A requirement that such arbitrage opportunities be made

available is clearly arbitrary and capricious, and the rule should be modified.

WA UTC at 3-7; WI PUC at 6-8.

22



Unbundled network elements must be priced based on the same cost standards and
methods which underlie the basic network services of which they are components.
XI. THE “FRESH LOOK” OPPORTUNITY TO BREACH

EXISTING CONTRACTS SUGGESTED BY ALTS
WOULD NOT BE LAWFUL

ALTS requests that the Commission establish a rule which would permit
customers of incumbents LECs to breach their contracts with no or minimum
penalties.” In a competitive marketplace, a governmental rule that enables
customers to breach their freely negotiated contracts -- particularly a rule limited to
contracts with a designated class of service providers -- would be absurd. The
contracts ALTS suggests the government permit to be breached are all long-term
contracts whereby, at least in the case of U S WEST, both parties negotiated to
their mutual benefit. Depriving U S WEST of the benefit of its bargaining in the
case of these contracts would constitute a governmental taking of U S WEST'’s
property, for which U S WEST would be entitled to just compensation. Nothing in

the Act gives the Commission the authority to effectuate such a taking.”

“ ALTS at ii, 12-14.

“ If incumbent LECs were to try to use this contracting process to impede
competition, appropriate action could be taken to prevent such anticompetitive
action.
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XII. US WEST HAS NOT NEGOTIATED IN BAD FAITH

Several petitioners request that the Commission establish a rule that
arguing certain positions before state regulatory commissions be deemed a violation
of the Act and evidence of “bad faith” negotiations. For example, MFS proclaims

that U S WEST’s advocacy before state regulatory commissions should be

945

considered as a “blatant disregard and manipulation of the law.”” MFS’ conclusion

is that the Commission “should not tolerate” such advocacy by U S WEST.“

MFS is asking the Commission to tread on very dangerous ground here. Lest
there be any doubt, U S WEST has not been bashful in requesting that state
regulatory authorities assert what we believe is their statutory authority in several
key interconnection areas. Should state regulators assert such authority, and this
action is deemed inconsistent with the Commission’s view of its own power, the
judicial processes are available to resolve the conflict. But it would be an
astonishing expansion of Commission authority, not to mention a patent violation of
the First Amendment to the Constitution, for the Commission to attempt to dictate
U S WEST’s advocacy before state commissions. MFS’ argument in this respect

must be flatly rejected.

* MFS at 4.
“14. at 3-4.
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XIII. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT ATTEMPT TO ESTABLISH

FINANCIAL PENALTIES FOR PERFORMANCE DISPUTES

TCG requests that the Commission establish nationwide performance
standards for incumbent LEC interconnection activities and penalties for failure to
meet those standards.” This suggestion is a bad idea for several reasons.

First, the Act does not guarantee any service or performance level for
interconnectors. To the contrary, it requires only that the same quality level be
available for interconnectors as is available for the incumbent LEC’s own
customers.” Thus, TCG’s position is not supported by the Act.

More significantly, TCG’s request that the Commission establish a regulatory
vehicle for transfer of incumbent LEC funds to TCG raises extremely significant
constitutional issues. Should the Commission choose to direct such an asset
transfer, it would probably be unauthorized under the Act. However, if statutory
authority could be found for such action, it would constitute a taking of incumbent
LEC property, and the United States would need to reimburse the incumbent LEC
for the amount transferred to the interconnector. Frankly, this seems like a rather
strange use of taxpayers’ money. But governmental action ordering an incumbent
LEC to pay money to another private entity is a highly significant matter, and
suggestions such as made by TCG simply fail to recognize the essential legal

consequences of such action.

“TCG at 3-5.
* Act, 110 Stat. at 62 § 251(c)(2)(C).
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XIV. THE ANALYSIS OF THE LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIER
COALITION I TE

LECC filed a reconsideration petition detailing a number of highly significant
issues requiring reconsideration and/or clarification of the Order. U S WEST does
not repeat the thoughtful comments made by LECC here. LECC’s position deserves

serious consideration and contemplation.
Respectfully submitted,

U S WEST, INC.

Robert B. McKenna
Kathryn Marie Krause
Suite 700

1020 19th Street, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20036
(303) 672-2861

Its Attorneys

Of Counsel,
Dan L. Poole

October 31, 1996
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Maw Bell

AT&T Eagerly Plots
A Strategy to Gobble
Local Phone Business-

NewSwitches, CellularService
And Potent Brand Name
Are All Part of the Plan

But Bells Intend to Bite Back

By Jou~ J. Kztrex ,
StoJf Resorver of Tiv: Watl STRETT Jounnay

Can the company once quaintly known
as Ma Bell manage to eat its young?

A decade after getting thrown out of the
local phone business, AT4T Corp. is U~
ing itsel! for 3 bruising re-en{Ty into the $50
billlon-a-year market dominated by its
seven of[spring, the Baby Bells, .

By year's end. AT&T may begin tap-
ping the Bells’ most lucrative customers. It

Long-Distance Relationship .

AT&T is expected to ent discounty for -
some cails, matching 2 mave by MCL But
the enwry by the Baby Bells imio the
longedistance arens may reigmite the
price war. Article on page A2,

{S DOW quielly putling ogether the pieces:
2 secret project t0 insad! more than 100

~

| switches to route local cylls in virtualy

every Bell market: 3 523 billion investment
in wireless services: 2 brand name rein-
forced with more than $1 billion in annual
advertising. and pirtoons of lobbyists &t

‘| the federal and state levels.

For consumers and businesses. AT&T'S
foray hoids out the prospect of new serv-
ices, lower prices and a return (o the days
of one-stop shopping for phone service.
AT&T would bundle its new locz! service
with its long<distance and wireiess serv-
ices into a single new offering. Consumers
could gab from anywhere under new pric-
mg that would greaty simplify today's
conflucing evetem af ratpe

YUPdIPAdoomum b Ty o=

BRYrwah

A

WP e (o MW

O TET O e,

dsmnde, i ATLT wis barred (rom ever
acquiring-eny Bell assets - e [astest

"route to re-entering the local business.

- Now those barriers. erected by-the
Justice Department and enforced by 2
federal judge, are ready 1o [all. Tke Rouse
ol Representatives. [ollowing similar ac-
ton ip tbe Senste, this munth passed
landmark legisiation~now headed for con-
ference-committee review = to rewrite the
tujes of the game. "

By lorcing open the local telephone
monopolies io new rivals, the new legisls.
ton would free ATET o try to build what
amounts to 3 new nationwide Bell system.
But it would also {ree the Bells w enter long
distance — and. in another twist clenr the
way for cable-TV companies (o cross into
botlt markers.

Other Players

Also pewly unrestrzined. of course,
would be AT&Ts long-distance rivals, MCl
Communications Corp. and Sprint Corp.
MCI has begun spesding more than $2
billion on its project o build its own local
phonie nerworks, bypassing the Bells in 20
U.S. markets. Sprnt is Iinking its long-dis-
tance service with three of the nation's

largest cable-television companies~Tele-

Communications Inc. Cox Enterprises
Inc. and Comcast Corp. — which are up-
grading their lines to deliver local phone
service that would riva) the Bells',

How AT&T navigttes in this coming
storm cowd derermine whether it will
thrive in the new world or wither. As the
Company maps out its Strategy.. It must
contend with the looming threat from i
powerful offspring: The Baby Bells could
cspture up 1o one-thirg of the $60 billion-a-
year jong<istance market just 18 months
after getting in. some experts say. That
would cost AT&T. which has more than
50 of the long-distance marker. billions of
dollars in business.

“AT&I's share could plunge inw the
low «0s.” says Joseph Kraemer. a manag-
ing direcior at EDS Management Consuit-
ing Services. One AT&T executive wgrms:
I the Bells took a third of the market. we
might have 1o cut another 15.000 jobs."”
Cherry-Plcking

For the Baby Bells. ATET's local loray

could shrink profits. “If ATKT comes into
our business, they'll take 30% of our base
within tuee © five years.” frets Julla B.
North. the chief of runsumer Services at
BeliSouth Corp. )
- “Their strategy is very rational.” says
Bedl Atlantic Corp. Vice Chairman James
Cullen: AT&T will “'cherry-piek the 10p &%
of our 11 million customers.” These ig-
clude businesses and affluent individuats
wio yse everything from local services to
cllwiting, voice-mail and multiple
phone extensions, and *"2¢count {or 75% of
our profit margin.” he ssys.
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Maw Bell: AT&T Plans to Gobble
Big Chunk of Local Phone Service

Continued From First Page
ayearon its vast network and has less than
$1 billion in cash on hand — a meager sum
for a giant with 3 billion in annual cash
flow. Its ability to borrow may be limited.
Moody's Investor Service recently put
AT&T's 515 dillion in debt under review.
"I AT&T wants (o keep its doublea
rating, it tan't borrow much, ” says Jack B.

| Gtubman, & Salomoo Brothers In¢, ana-

Tyst. “AT&T looks invincible. but they're
really hamsrung.”

U it can secure the capital it needs,
AT&T could make a fast start, Its long-dis-
ance service or phones are used in over
5% of U.S. househoids, 3ccording to Bos-
on researcher Yankee Group. Nine out of
10 of ATET'S customers are aiso Bell
customers. AT&T computers giean details
on the calling habits of more than 80
million homes —ideai for miloring pitches.

“They know who our higher-paying
customers are,” notes Sidney Boren., a
BellSouth senior vice president. “AT&T
will enter our markets on a highly targeted
basis, offering one-stop shopping that we
can't” - e

Brand-Name Clout Rl e

‘m:ugf'; name Is one cledr advantige,
its petenty acquirsd McCaw Cellv-

"} .1ar unit switched to the ‘AT&T label lor

paging. the number of potential customers
Calling the service went to 6.000 3 week
from 600. Next month. all McCaw services
will adopt the ATAT name. “We're going ©
like this,” says Steven Hooper. president
of McCaw. now called AT&T Wireless. -

ATET executives won't discuss their
plans for 2 Ioca! invasion until the outcome
of the pending legislation is clear. Until
recently, AT&T Chairman Robert E. Allen
has played 4 litte public-relations possum,
assuning peopie that AT&T had no plans to
challenge the Belis.

“He hardly wanted AT&T to look llke
the industry’s only nuelear power at a lime

-Whea we're Tying (o win legisiaton that

will make it easier for us to compete.” s3ys

-one senior AT T executive.

People inside AT4T say the company

plans a massive first strike against the

Bells. hoping to penetrate ail 50 states with
a special bundle of services,

_The first major attack will come in the
Dlinois and Michigan markets of Ameri-
tech Corp. But first, AT&T is testing loca!
Service in Rochester. N.Y.. under a plan
ordered by New York regulators to open
the local phone market,

In Rochester. ATLT is playing on the

fart thar manv rAn@irmewt uvsarm for the

P

billion on licenses W offer new ~personal
COMUTIUNICBLIONS Services ™ —3 celfular-like
olfering that operates at a higher (re-
quency — and will spend $4 billivn more to
build these networks and link them (o
MeCaw's. That will more than double
AT&T's wireless moverage (0 2 population
of 200 million.

Ubiquitous coverege is imperative for
AT&T W accomplish its goal of providing
“agywhere, dnytime”™ commubicalions.
The company sees every wireless cus-
tomer s a potential convert {0 its new loeal
service, Insiders say AT&T aims o in-
aease the McCaw customer base 10 25
million by migd-1998. which would be up
five{old and more than the entire U.S.
celiular induswy fow has. Later this
month. AT&T will offer to send cusiomess
cellular poekeiphomes for a dollgr and
ombine their discounts on long-distance
and cellylar calls.

It's the kind of synergy the Belis have
long feared. One new AT&T gadge: could
be a Trojan horse roiling into local serv-
ices. A wireless Personal Base Station is-a
cordless phone when piugged into the local
phone syster: outside the home it converts
© celjujar usage. By mid-19%. AT&T will
sell it to customers for about the price of a

- high-end cordless phone. charging 2 base
rate of 55.to S10 per month plus uszge
[ees, T -

“ Some obstacles Temain. Cellular serv-
40 CUS[S much more tBan local service, and
engineers are workdng o close the gap.
There is 2iso the dial-tone problem. Local
customers expect one when they pick up
(e phone, but cellwar phones don’t work
thac way; a user punches in a number {irst.
mhen zaps it onio the necwork: ATET is
working on a device that will let 2 cell-
pbomne mimie dial-tone calling.

AT&T also is pursuing alternatve
routes into the home. including cable-TV
Ines in systems owned by Time Warner
Inc. and other cabie firms. It may even use
the lines of rivel MCI. which is building
fiber-optic networks in more than 20 cit-

Loca! Switches

ahead weil into the next century. Reaching
oul  loca! communities, AT&T has in-
stalled 880 communications “‘nodes’™ or
local network points nationwide. about five
jn each Bell calling area.

The nodes will act as collecdon points

that soans 77 big local switches so0 far.

* These iocal pathways will join 3 vastly
expanded network that will keep ATET

that forward local calls 10 & new network




M3aidl packaging and- bupdling (= really

| key.” she says, and “thulheyllkedthe
good oid days of ATEY.™ o ’
Raiph Casperson of Rochester, w
recegtly Jost his job, says AT&T'S bal
service was 10% chezper than the local
mogopoly’s. With moynting bills and a
daughter Studyioy overseas, he says.
“savidg 10% ol aBything is huge.” He
adds: “AT&T calls constntly tosee if I'm
happy. [ dida't bear 3 peep from tre phone
¢ompany (or 23 yewrs.”
Line Trooble
The Rochester case. however, u.w
shows ATET the difficult times ahead. In
order 0 provide phone service there or
anywhere elsz, AT&T must have direct
dccess 0 cusomers, whose home and
business 'ines are controlled by the loeal
faonopoties. AT&T must lease tese lines
at 2 discount, rent other lines = perhlns
(rom cable companies — or spend dig 0
build alternative links of its own.

1n Rochester. the local phonte company.

Fronder Comrmunications Corp.. gives
AT&T only a.5% discount off what it
charges residential asmmers. From this
AT&T must pay its costs. wiping out any
profit. says Joseph Nacchio, AT&T's con-
surner-services president,

In sddition. ATET has to rent Fron-
der's switching service, even though
ATET could handle the switching itself. If
AT&T wanted 0 rent the {ines alome,

| Fronger would charge the company 10%

more thin what a1 resident pays. “The
chicken parts cost more than the whole
chicken. * Mr. Nacchio complsins.

ATET is having an even tougher time
with Chicago-dased Ameriteeh, which has
proposed opening its market in exchange
lor engy o long distance. Despite
months of pegotiations. Ameritech 50 far

has refused to give discounts for resale of |

loca} phone service.

- Last roontL Ameritech told AT&T that
it must publicy support lettlbg Ameritech
intp the long distance before the Bell would
even begin negotiations to let ATET hook
up to its local hetwork, T was extortion.”
says orie AT&T executive. “And. incredi-
bly, they put it ip writing.’

Ameritech peneral counse! Thomas
Hester says that his company was merely
responding to AT&T s request for negotia
ton terms. and that AT&T wants *to slow
things down as long as they can.™

ATET brass anticipatad the Bell resis-
tance. In the 1970s. when ATLT and the
Bells were one big company, AT&T execu-
tives used similar tactics to foul up MCI's
efforis 10 compete. T0 easure that it
wouldn't be similerly disadventaged.
ATLT spent a toral $21.5 billion in stock

And assumed debt tp acquire the maton's

larpest wireless ompany, McCaw Cellu-
1ar, and related properties.
No Wires _

When ATZT ynvelled the McCaw den!

in 1992 Mr. Allan invierad the minra waen'r

mnt Ianna. AT&T s network cmd Lol
phone traffic dwarfs long-distance traffic
by atmost 1016 1. 50 [be Beils wouid be weil
equipped t pick up loag-distance bm
he says.

Sull, AT&T has much of the switehing u

needs (0 wage war now. High-speed fiber- .

optics will reduce. the number of local
switches it must justali: A local caf) o San
Francisco, say. could be routed instantly
by a switch in San Antonio,

Mall Call

By next year, this network will switck
phone calls (rom the homne, car or the mall.
Customers will be able (0 order a special
seven-digit nurober that will reach them at
home or on tite road.

AT&T alresdy is arpeting other Bell
business. inclyding collect-calling, in-state
“tol) calls,” 800 numbers and 3 national
directory service. ““They want 1o take tus
highly profitable business and leave e
Bells with the less-profitable local cailing,
the yech stuff,” says Bnan Adamik an
analyst at Yankee Group,

Mr. Grubman of Salomon says AT&T
will wagea’ *scorehed-earth attack on the
Bells.” especially as they gird (D enter the
long<distance market. ~Youre wmlking
about AT&T's core business being at risk
now.” he s2ys. “ATET is arming (self o
the teeth.”
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Richard A, Grozier, do hereby certify that on this 31at day of October, 1996,
I have caused a copy of the foregoing COMMENTS ON PETITIONS FOR
RECONSIDERATION to be served via first-class United States Mail, postage

prepaid, upon the persons listed on the attached service list.

*Via Hand-Delivery
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*James H. Quello

Federal Communications Commission
Room 802

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Susan P. Ness

Federal Communications Commission
Room 832

1919 M Street, N'W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Lauren J. Belvin

Federal Communications Commission
Room 802

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*James Casserly

Federal Communications Commission
Room 832

1919 M Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Regina M. Keeney

Federal Communications Commission
Room 500

1919 M Street, N'W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Reed E. Hundt

Federal Communications Commission
Room 814

1919 M Street, NW.

Washington, DC 20554

*Rachelle B. Chong

Federal Communications Commission
Room 844

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*John Nakahata

Federal Communications Commission
Room 814

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Daniel Gonzalez

Federal Communications Commission
Room 844

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*A. Richard Metzger

Federal Communications Commission
Room 500

1919 M Street, N.'W.

Washington, DC 20554



*Kathleen Levitz

Federal Communications Commission
Room 500

1919 M Street, N.W,

Washington, DC 20554

*Richard K. Welch

Federal Communications Commaission
Room 544

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Lisa Gelb

Federal Communications Commission
Room 544

1919 M Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Joseph Farrell

Federal Communications Commission
Room 518

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*William E. Kennard

Federal Communications Commission
Room 614

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Mary Beth Richards

Federal Communications Commission
Room 500

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Janice Myles

Federal Communications Commission
Room 544

1919 M Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20554

*David Sieradzki

Federal Communications Commission
Room 518

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Steve Weingarten

Federal Communications Commission
Room 518

1919 M Street, N'W.

Washington, DC 20554

*Robert Pepper

Federal Communications Commission
Room 822

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20554



*Michele Farquhar

Federal Communications Commaission

Room 5002
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Hollis G. Duensing

Association of American Railroads
50 F Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20001

Philip L. Verveer

Jennifer A. Donaldson
Willkie, Farr & Gallagher
Suite 600

Three Lafayette Center

1155 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036-3384
(2 copies)

David W. Carpenter
Peter D. Keisler

David L. Lawson

David M. Levy

Sidley & Austin

One First National Plaza
Chicago, IL 60603

Henry D. Levine
D. E. Boehling

Levine, Blaszak, Block and Boothby

Suite 500
1300 Connecticut Avenue, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20036-1703

CTIA

AT&T

TWPC

*International Transcription
Services, Inc.

Suite 140

2100 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20037

Pat Wood, III

Robert W. Gee

Judy Walsh

Laurie Pappas

Public Utility Commission of Texas
Suite 290-E

7800 Shoal Creek Boulevard
Austin, TX 78757

Michael F. Altschul

Randall S. Coleman

Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association

Suite 200

1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

Mark C. Rosenblum

Roy E. Hoffinger

Stephen C. Garavito
Richard H. Ruben

AT&T Corp.

Room 324511

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Mary McDermott
Linda Kent
Charles D. Cosson
Keith Townsend
United States Telephone Association
Suite 600

1401 H Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005



Walter Steimel, dJr. PILGRIM
Marjorie K. Conner

Hunton & Williams

1900 K Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20006

Andrew D. Lipman MFS
Russell M. Blau WINSTAR
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered

Suite 300

3000 K Street, N.-W.
Washington, DC 20007
(4 copies)

J. Manning Lee

Teresa Marrero

Teleport Communications Group, Inc.
Suite 300

Two Teleport Drive

Staten Island, NY 10311

Daniel S. Goldberg RAND MCNALLY
Goldberg, Godles, Wiener & Wright

1229 19th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

Linda L. Agerter

Shirley A. Woo

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Law Department, B-30-A

POB 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120

Leon M. Kestenbaum

Jay C. Keithley

H. Richard Juhnke

Sprint Communications Company, Inc.
Suite 1100

1850 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

David N. Porter

MFS Communications Company, Inc.
Suite 300

3000 K Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20007

Cheryl L. Parrino

Michael S. Varda

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
POB 7854

Madison, W1 53707-7854

Dale G. Stoodley

Joanne M. Scanlon

Delmarva Power & Light Company
800 King Street

POB 231

Wilmington, DE 19899

Betty D. Montgomery

Duane W. Luckey

Steven T. Nourse

Jodi J. Bair

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 East Broad Street

Columbus, OH 43266-0573



Richard E. Jones CP&LC
Walter Steimel, Jr.

Marjorie K. Conner

Hunton & Williams

1900 K Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20006

Mitchell ¥. Brecher TWCHI
Fleischman and Walsh cce
Suite 600

1400 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036
(2 copies)

Jonathan Jacob Nadler ITAA
Brian J. McHugh

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey

POB 407

1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20044

Werner K. Hartenberger COX
Laura H. Phillips VANGUARD
J. G. Harrington

Raymond G. Bender, Jr.

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, LL.C

Suite 800

1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036-6802

(2 copies)

Thomas E. Wheeler

Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association

Suite 200

1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Ralph Miller

Kalida Telephone Company, Inc.
121 East Main Street

POB 267

Kalida, OH 45853

Paul B. Jones

Janis A. Stahlhut

Donald F. Shepheard

Time Warner Communications
Holdings, Inc.

300 Stamford Place

Stamford, CT 06902

Jeffrey L. Sheldon

Sean A. Stokes

Utilities Telecommunications Council
Suite 1140

140 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Timothy R. Graham

Robert M. Berger

Joseph M. Sandri, Jr.

Winstar Communications, Inc.
1146 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Maureen O. Helmer

New York State Department of Public
Service

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, NY 12223-1350



Timothy R. Graham

Robert G. Berger

dJoseph Sandri

WinStar Communications, Inc.
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